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Abstract 
The majority of studies in critical discourse analysis focus exclusively on one aspect of the language/power relation, language as 
a context for power and domination. Fairclough (1994:50) argues that power is "implicit within everyday social practices" and 
that it is predominant "at every level in all domains of life". Similarly, Chaika (1994:4) remarks that everyday discourse and 
journalistic discourse are "effective ways to maintaining power relations within society." Fowler (1985) contends that language 
continuously constitutes the statuses and roles upon which people base their claims to exercise power, and the statuses and roles 
which seem to require subservience. The aforementioned studies are guided by Fairclough's model which addresses the way 
language encodes power relations in discourse analysis. The aforementioned studies dealt with only one aspect of the relation 
between language and power. They deal with discourse as a context for power to be enacted, maintained and perpetuated. On the 
other hand, discourse as a context for power resistance is neglected. Van Dijk (1993:250), one of the main proponents of critical 
discourse analysis, admits that he is more interested in top- down relations of dominance than bottom-up relations of resistance, 
compliance and acceptance." He continues to argue that although an analysis of the notion of resistance needs to be included in a 
broader theory of power," his approach focuses on the elite and their discursive strategies for the maintenance of inequality." 
Even when van Dijk refers to people who are denied power, he portrays them as "victims who help perpetuate injustice and 
reproduce dominance and inequality.  
© 2015 The Authors. Published by Elsevier Ltd. 
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1. Introduction 
Fairclough's(1989) analysis is based on police/witness and doctor/patient interviews, which are contexts for the 
monopolization of the devices of power by one interlocutor only. Thus, Fairclough's analysis portrays one 
participant in discourse exploiting all the devices of power while the other participant is passive showing no active 
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response. In doctor /patient interviews, the doctor has the right to give direction and orders to the patient and 
reserves for himself the right to interrupt, whereas the patient can only listen and act submissively. In police/witness 
interviews, the policeman uses repetition, question and gives evaluation or orders to the witness. 
The notion of power is further elaborated by (Fairclough, 1989) who explores various dimensions of the relations 
of power and language focusing on two major aspects of the power/ language relation: power in discourse and 
power behind discourse. Power in discourse is concerned with discourse as a place where relations of power are 
actually exercised and enacted; power behind discourse focuses on hoe certain types of discourse are shaped and 
constituted by relations of power. In other words, power behind discourse means that the whole social order of 
discourse is put together and held together as a hidden effect of power. One dimension of this is standardization. 
This paper attempts to reveal that the power/language relation is an interactive dyadic two-way concept. It shows 
that no one agent in discourse is entirely more powerful than the others. No participant remains powerful throughout 
the whole discourse. Interlocutors keep trying to resist each other, using devices of power. Power is an ever 
changing concept and interlocutors are dynamically related to each other. Power shifts from one participant to 
another. This is in accordance with (Harris, 1994:156) who regards discourse as a bargaining table where each 
participant in discourse brings the devices of power to the bargaining table. In other words, no interlocutor can 
exercise power while the other interlocutor remains a passive subjected entity. Thus, (Maley, 1994) has cogently 
argued that the majority of sociolinguists have been focusing on the great disparity of power in discourse. He 
continues to argue that it is through language that " the disparities are both revealed and imposed .Similarly, (Harris 
, 1994) shows that power inequalities are manifested covertly" in patterns of language behaviour." 
This paper rejects the static views which manifests one interlocutor as the sole monopolize of power. This is in 
harmony with Foucault (1981) who regards discourse as a "locus for power to be resisted, contented and challenged. 
Foucault rightly argues that discourse is not that which translates struggle or systems of domination but that for 
which and by which there is struggle. Likewise, (Bavelas et al, 1992:22) remark in the same context that "whenever 
people interact, there is interpersonal discord to be observed." Thus, the exercise of power triggers the resistance of 
power. Power and resistance of power are inseparable. And (Said, 1991:5) asserts that resistance, authorities and 
orthodoxies are the realities that make texts possible. 
This paper studies discourse as a dyadic interactive process between two interlocutors. It dismantles the idea that 
discourse can be pragmatically manipulated for the practice of power only. It treats discourse as a context for power 
struggle and conflict. It attempts to point out the strategies of other participants to question, challenge and oppose 
the authority of the judge. Thus, discourse is a two-way process, an interactive phenomenon. In this sense, power is 
not the single prerogative of one participant. Hence, discourse is a verbal combat, some type of verbal struggle. 
In order to achieve his aim, the researcher will base his analysis on certain linguistic models and apply them to 
selected literary text that illustrate and validate his theoretical proposition most clearly. Literary texts are treated as 
some form of naturalistic discourse. This is in accordance with (Tannen and Lakoff, 1996:141) who assert that "the 
writer's realization of his /her characters' styles represents a reality that has correlates, if not necessarily direct ones 
in more naturalistic texts." And (Ishak, 1992) explores the functions of repetition using samples of discourse from 
literary and non-literary discourse. See also Fowler (1981) for a similar argument. First, the searcher will present a 
descriptive apparatus, in this ease an eclectic approach with (Fairclough, 1989) as the main model. Then this 
descriptive, framework will be mapped onto the selected literary texts to validate the theoretical proposition of this 
paper. 
Fairclough (1989) presents a model for the analysis of discourse which is the most elaborate and worked – out in 
this respect. This is why it has been adopted in the context of the present study. It is capable of revealing strategies 
and devices of power in discourse. It is mainly concerned with discourse as a place where relations of power are 
realized and enacted, that is, where participants are unequal. In other words, language is not a neutral channel. On 
the contrary, it is a tool for manipulation. Thus, unless otherwise specified, reference is to the (1989) model. He 
offers the following features which are devices of manipulation and control: Instructions / Evaluating the other 
participant's verbal behavior / Questions / Interruption / Explicitness / Controlling topics / Reformulation / 
Repetition 
2. Analysis 
In this section, discourse will be shown to be a place for power not only to be enacted and exercised but also to 
be contested and challenged. In other words, power will be argued to be a two-way dyadic interactive relation rather 
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than a one-way relation. As Fairclough (1992) has put it "power relations are always relations of struggle." 
The researcher has selected passages of discourse from Arther Millar's Death of a Salesman which validate and 
support his theoretical claim most clearly. Willy Loman will be shown to engage in a relationship of conflict with 
and resistance to his boss (employer) Howard. In this context, power is not confined to one agent. Both participants 
exploit the devices of power and no entity accepts to be a passive recipient. 
The first strategy of power used by both interlocutors is controlling the topic of discourse; both participants try to 
control the topic. Howard is the employer and manager of Willy. Therefore, he is supposed, according to Fairclough, 
to be in a position of power. Thus, he tries to act accordingly, control the topic of conversation and stick to one 
topic, that of the Wire recorder he had bought. He initiates this topic by asking Willy, "Didn't you ever see one of 
these? Wire recorders." Willy had meant to tell Howard about his decision not to travel on work as salesman on the 
road anymore. Thus, Willy does not respond to Howard's remark about the Wire recorder; Willy tries to initiate his 
topic (intention not to travel anymore) by making the following utterance "oh, can we talk a minute?" Howard 
ignores. Howard insists on maintaining the same topic of the Wire Recorder. Howard goes back to the same topic by 
talking about his daughter's voice on the recorder, his son and then his wife. Howard suggests that Willy buy a Wire 
recorder. As soon as Howard tells Willy "aren't you supposed to be in Boston, "Willy regains the floor and tries to 
go back to his original topic by making the following utterance "that is what I want to talk to you about". Willy tells 
Howard that he had come to the decision that he would rather not travel anymore because he is tired, Willy asks for 
a spot in town and Howard refuses. Willy asks for only fifty dollars a month but in vain. Willy embarks on a long 
extended speech about his achievements as a salesman and the history of his family as salesman. Howard takes an 
excuse by saying that he is busy and points at this wire machine that keeps running. Thus, both Willy and Howard 
have struggled to maintain their topic. No participant has monopolized the floor. Thus, devices of power are not the 
prerogative of a single participant in discourse. Each participant tried to talk about what he wanted in the case of 
Howard and Willy. 
Evaluation, another strategy of power, it is manipulated by both participants. Willy tries to remind Howard that 
he was kind to him when he was a boy. Howard acts unsympathetically and refuses to give him a job in town. 
Moreover, Howard describes Willy as a kid: 
 
WILLY: God knows, Howard. I never asked a favor of any man. But I was with the firm 
when your father used to carry you in here in his arms. 
HOWARD: I know that, Willy, but- 
WILLY: Your father came to me the day you were born and asked me what I thought of the 
name Howard, may he rest in peace. 
HOWARD: I appreciate that, Willy, but there is just no spot here for you. If I had a spot I’d 
slam you right in, but I don’t have a single solitary spot. 
Moreover, Howard evaluates Willy negatively by telling him that he never averaged a hundred and seventy 
dollars a week. When Howard refuses to fulfill Willy's request, Willy attacks him:  
There were promises made across this desk! You mustn't tell me you've got people to 
see- I put thirty-four years into this firm, Howard, and now I can't pay my insurance! You 
can't eat the orange and throw the peel away- a man is not a piece of fruit! (After a 
pause) Now pay attention. Your father –in 1928 I had a big year. I averaged a hundred and 
seventy dollars a week in commissions. 
Here, Willy tried to portray Howard as a selfish businessman. Willy also praised himself, showing 
the services he had offered the company. 
Questions, the next strategy of power, are not confined to one interlocutor. Howard starts to pose some questions 
to Willy as in "what are you doing here?", "you didn't crack up, did you?", and finally "what's the trouble." Willy, on 
the other hand, poses the following questions to Howard "Howard, are you firing me?” Another question used by 
Willy is "Why can't I go?" 
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The clearest example of interruption occurs when Willy wants to maintain his job and not to be a burden on his 
sons and Howard interrupts him by pretending to be busy. 
 Howards gets extremely explicit when he tells Willy around the talk”. 
Howard: Look! Kid, I'm busy this morning 
Howard interrupts Willy again in the following situation: 
Willy. Oh, no question, no question, but in the meantime… 
Howard. Then that's that, heh? 
Howard resorts to repetition to remind Willy that he is a travelling salesman. 
…….you've a road man, Willy, and we do a road business 
Howard uses repetition again in his words  
  …. There just is no spot here for you, if I had a spot I'd slam…. You …right 
in, but I just don't have a single solitary spot.  
Willy insists on having only a few dollars a month and he keeps repeating the same request. When Howard 
argues that "business is business" Willy defends salesmanship resorting to repetition repeating words like: 
salesman, buying, selling, and the additive conjunction and:  
Willy. Oh, yeah, my father lived many years in Alaska. He was an adventurous man. We've got 
quite a little streak of self-reliance in our family. I thought I'd go out with my older brother and try 
to locate him, and maybe settle in the North with my older man. And I was almost decided to go, 
when I met a salesman in the Parker House. His name was Dave Singleman. And he was eighty-
four years old, and he'd drummed merchandise in thirty-one states. And old Dave, he'd go up to 
his room y'understand, put on his green velvet slippers- I'll never forget- and pick up his phone 
and call the buyers, and without ever leaving his room, at the age of eighty-four, he made his 
living. And when I saw that, I realized that selling was the greatest career a man could want. 
Although Howard is the employer, Willy, the employee, orders his boss to shut the recorder off: "shut it off, shut 
it off." Howard, on the other hand, asks Willy "you go to your sons and tell them that you're tired." 
Verbal conflict can be instantiated in the following encounter between Howard and Willy. 
Howard. Where are your sons? Why don't your sons give you a hand? 
Willy. They are working on a very big deal. 
Howard. This is no time for false pride, Willy. You go to your sons and tell them that you're tired. You've got two 
great boys, haven't you? 
Willy. Oh, no questions, no question, but in the meantime… 
Howard. Then that's that, heh? 
Willy. I'll go to Boston tomorrow. 
Howard. No, no. 
Willy. I can't throw myself on my sons. I'm not a cripple! 
Willy (grasping Howard's arm). Howard, you've got to let me go to Boston. 
Howard (hard, keeping himself under control). I've got a line of people to see this morning… 
Verbal conflict is clear again in the following exchanges: 
WILLY (with increasing anger): Howard, all I need to set my table is fifty dollars a 
week.  
HOWARD: But where am I going to put you, kid?  
WILLY: Look, it isn’t a question of whether I can sell merchandise, is it?  
HOWARD: No, but it’s a business, kid, and everybody’s gotta pull his own weight.  
WILLY (desperately): Just let me tell you a story. Howard...  
HOWARD: ‘Cause you gotta admit, business is business.  
WILLY (angrily): Business is definitely business, but just listen for a minute. You 
don’t understand this. When I was a boy — eighteen, nineteen — I was already on the 
road. And there was a question in my mind as to whether selling had a future for me. 
Because in those days I had a yearning to go to Alaska. See, there were three gold 
strikes in one month in Alaska, and I felt like going out. Just for the ride, you might 
say 
The scene closes with a further example of verbal conflict between the two interlocutors (Willy and Howard). 
Willy. I'll go to Boston. 
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Howard. Willy, you can't go to Boston for us. 
Willy. Why can't I go? 
Howard. I don't want you to represent us. I've been meaning to tell you for a long time now. 
Willy. Howard, are you firing me? 
Howard. I think you need a long rest, Willy. 
The clearest example of verbal combat can be detected in the following exchanges between Howard and Willy. 
Howard (impatiently). Now, Willy, you never averaged- 
Willy (banging his hand on the desk). I averaged a hundred and seventy dollars a week in 
the year of 1928! And your father came to me. 
Howard: No, no. 
Willy: I can't throw myself on my sons, I'm not a cripple! 
Howard: Look! Kid, I'm busy this morning. 
Willy (grasping Howard's arm): Howard, you've got to let me go to Boston! 
Howard (hard, keeping himself under control). I've got a line of people to see this 
morning." 
 
3. Conclusion: Summary and Implications 
 
3.1.Summary 
 
What this paper has attempted to do is to study literary discourse as a context for power to be resisted and 
challenged, from a new perspective: the conflictual strategies of power. It has been shown that discourse is not only 
a context for power to be enacted, exercised and maintained but also a context for power to be questioned, 
challenged, contested and resisted. Willy Loman does not surrender to his boss. Instead, he shares with him all the 
devices of power. Thus, both participants in discourse resort to the devices of power; power is no longer 
monopolized by one participant in discourse. To be more specific, both Willy and his employer attempt to keep the 
floor and maintain the same topic. Moreover, both participants resort to the devices of power especially repetition, 
evaluation and even yet into verbal combats.     
 
4 Implications 
 
4.1 Linguistic Implication  
 
Fairclough (1989:5) has remarked that the aim of critical linguistics is to "show up connections which may be 
hidden from people such as the connections between language and power.” Hence, in the height of this proposition, 
the first and foremost implication of this study is that literary discourse like all other types of discourse can reveal 
the language/power relation in such a subtle way. Thus, it follows that one of the main tasks of linguistic criticism 
and critical language study is to explore this dimension in literary discourse. In this way, the way characters relate to 
each other in a work of art can be clarified. Resistance in discourse should be pointed out and clarified. Since this 
study is not exhaustive in the sense that there are many more texts in literature that manifest the same principle , the 
same approach utilized in this study can be adapted in the analysis of more data to find more validity for and 
consolidate the theoretical claim of this paper. Further manifestation of this principle can be seen in other works of 
art to show that characters do not surrender to the power and oppression of the dominating character. An example of 
the discourse of resistance can be detected in Colin Johnson’s poem, “Encapsulated” which shows the resistance of 
the Aboriginal people to white Australians. 
The first such implication is that discourse in general and literally discourse in particular can be a context not 
only for power to be enacted exercised and maintained but also a locus for power to be resisted contested and 
challenged. This is in accordance with Maley (1994:39) who cogently argues that: the discourse structure of the trial 
comprises two distinct dialogic modes. There is a cooperative and supportive mode in cross-examination and 
reexamination. The opening versions of the story-emerge from the different intersectional contexts. Because the 
supportive cooperative mode offsets the adversarial, combative one, it follows that witnesses do have opportunities 
in direct examination to give their own version of events- but with two important provisos. First, they and their, 
counsel need to be in tune and to some extent at least, rehearsed. It is said that good counsel never asks a question to 
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which they do not know the answer or which cannot be turned to some advantage. Second, witnesses need 
confidence or experience or both, to render them credible in the eyes of the judge and jury. 
This conflictual dyadic view of discourse is supported by Bavelas et al (1992). Similarly, Said (1991:151) points 
out to the "effective resistance to power" and urges us to think about power not only in relation to its opposition. As 
Terdiman (1985: 36) has put it " no discourse is ever a monologue … it always presuppose a horizon of competing 
contrary utterances against which it asserts its own energy." This is in harmony with Barbra Harlow (quoted in 
Hanafy (1998: 258) who maintains that " in literature there have been two opposing aesthetics: the aesthetic of 
oppression and exploitation and that of human struggle for total liberation." Foucault (1991) argues that discourse is 
not simply that which translates struggle and systems of domination but it is that for which and by which there is no 
struggle. And finally, Said (1991: 5) argues that what makes texts possible is the resistance offered by people to 
institutions and authorities.  
In the light of the aforementioned argument, Faiclough's model of language and power needs to be revisited and 
refined. Fairclough explores only one facet of the relation between language and power. In an earlier paper entitled 
"an analysis of the Notion of Language as power," the present author followed the programs of Fairclough (1989) 
and hence failed to point out the features of resistance in discourse; he only analyzed language as a vehicle for 
power. Fowler (1985: 61) follows the course of Fairclough maintaining a one sided view of power: 
When we talk about power we 
may be referring to relations 
between parents and children 
employers and employees, 
This paper has implications for language teaching and learning too. The teacher/student relation in a classroom 
context should not be one of domination by the teacher. The teacher should never maintain full control of the 
classroom. Both teacher and student should have access to the strategies of power. Complete domination of students 
results in passive learners who are incapable of participating in classroom activities. Student and teacher should not 
engage in a relationship of conflict and discord; both of them should create an atmosphere of understanding and 
rapport. In this case, the teaching learning situation is a context of negotiation and fruitful interaction. On the other 
hand, domination discourages students and prevents them from interaction. In teaching literature courses, teachers 
should not only discuss and teach power relations but also, even more important, the devices of resistance should not 
be overlooked; in other words, to be more specific relations of conflict and resistance should be discussed. 
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